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INTRODUCTION

One of 14 parks.proposed by the O]msted Brothers in 1903, -VoTQnteer Park ~ -
~provides the City of Seattle w1th a highly deve]oped open space of

'hwstor1ca1 social, and hortwcthura] s1gn1f1cance Respectfu] of park

history and original design 1ntent thws study seeks to obgect1ve1y exam1ne -

“the ex1st1ng cond1t1on of the park with an eye toward present and future '
needs. The goa] of this exam1nat1on is the product1on of a pr1or1t12ed
faction plan -- a decision making tool designed for -use in the ongo1ng

maintenance and improvement process required for the park.

BACKGROUND

Past

Though land areas immediate]y surroundino the site at the time of initia]
. park 1ayont were essentia]Ty rura] the park fac111ty was, nonetheless
designed as .a retreat from the tensions of urban life. The park was to
_prov1de-for the passive recreat1ona1/soc1a] act1v1tjes of that time
including carriage-riding, strolling, and pub1tc'gethering.>-Music.washan
important element and was provided for in a band shejter 1oceted.eiong the
»_concourse.. Though functﬁona}]y providing for various popular passive
recreational activities was of importance in.the design, theoprimary focus
~ was always the creation of a beautiful tandscape setting inc]uding distant

views of the city and sound where ever possible.



As foreground fo the views afforded by site iocation .and topography, the
Olmsted design brovided‘"is1ands" of trees and shrubs beyond lush expansive
lawns. Treeé and shrubs were chosen for their ornamental attributes --
color, texture, form, etc. Many nptive furs with dense understory were

removed to allow the creation of a refined’“piéturesque landscape."

Formal planting was limited to areas connected with buildings or hardscape
elements such as the reservoir and its integra] path system. Both
evergreen and deciduous f]ower%ng materials (such as Rhododendrons, Kalmia,
Leucothoe, Berberis, Deutzia, Crataequs, Viburnum, and Rosa) were used

extensively throughout these areas.

Initial planting schemés allowed room for full development of trees while
overplanting shrubs (30" o.c.) with the intention of selective removal in
the future. ;Estab1ishment and ongoﬁng maintenance of the park in the early
years was at the hands of an extensive staff of more than 20 gardeners and

Jaborers.

Present

Often referred to as the “"Gem of the Seattle Parks System," Volunteer Park
continues to serve Seattle as prime open space for passive recreation,
mental stimu1ation/re1axation,_and‘geherai diversion from the surroundings
and stresses of every‘day urban Yife. ‘This fo1e is even more important
today than it was at the‘tﬁme of in%tia] park deve]obment since surrounding
land has become more highly urbanized and new bark]and provided_to‘serve

similar pufposes is very scarce. The inherent physical proﬁerties of the
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site (size, location, and topographic character) provide the irreplaceable
view opportunities for which the park was desﬁgned and for which it is and

always shoﬁ]d be known.

Gem that it is, however, thg park has lost much of'itﬁ luster as.time'has
gone by. Though this 1oss may not be readily apparent to the casual
obsérver, it is obvious to thosé who spend significant amounts of time in‘
and around the park and to those familiar with its history. With -
increasing fervor, DOPAR is being asked by various factions tb deal with
‘their concerns regarding the Volunteer Park facility. Primary concerns
include_safety (for both the site user and park maintenance personhe]),

preservation, and maintainability.

In order for ahy pérk facility to function, it must first'and‘foremost.be”
recognized as a safe place for the usér. Volunteer Park today does not‘
represent'a séfe piace for many people. This is main]y due_to misﬁse’of
heavi]y pWanfed areas which serve as hiding' places for undésirab]e
aﬁtivities of many sorts. People have reported being startled or
'_frﬁghtened when strangers suddenly éppear from behind or withih shrub beds
throughout the park. Lack of a sense of security -- whether feal‘or

perceived -- destroys the experience of relaxation and leisurely enjoymént

_fof which this park was and is intended.

Preservation ofﬁthe historical 1egacy inherent in any Oimsted facility is
recognized by DOPAR as a primary concern. There afe very few citiés in

"this country blessed with such a resource and its value today is beyond



assessment. Complete restoration according to the Olmsted plans, however,

would be neither possible nor practical due to the following:

1)  Subsequent siting of major park elements such as the Seétt]e Art

Museum, The Black Sun and the Bandstand

2) Siting of park features in response to user demand such as tennis

courts and children's play equipment

3)  Ongoing embellishment of planting beds which has contributed an array

of specimen plant material worthy of preservation

4)  Changes in the modern déy use of the park that have affected the

design from the standpoint of safety

5) Changes:in maintenance resources

In drder to preserve the park iﬁ a manner reSpéctfu]'of the original design
wh{le providing a safe environment for thé site user, DOPAR-must ensure
that the faéility receives adequate maintenance. Reduction in Volunteer
‘Park mainténance staff today from'more than 20 gardgnersvand laborers to
_tﬁﬁee who handle not only fhis park but two additional faci]ities, 55 a

- major change that could not have been foreseen by thg original designers.
Thdugh automated equipmentvhés allowed an increase in worker efficiency
over the years, this can in nobway provide an equal tradéoff for the.loss |
in manpower. Turf areas have benefitted from the acquisition of |
time-savﬁng'equipmént but there are.no machines designed to.simi1ar1y

Simpiify shrub bed maintenance. Increase in
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shrub bed area over the years has steadily increased maintenance demands
even beyond levels required bylthe original design. Many hardscape
elements including paths, paved areas, 1ily ponds, stairs, roads,
utilities, etc. are in various stagés of det]iné due to age and’these
likewise impact maintenance demands. Each year trees are Targer or greater

in number and contribute more to the workload for leaf removal, pruning énd

other similar tasks.

GOAL

In the effort to respond to the'varying concerns presented, DOPAR-must.set

a definitive goal regarding the Volunteer Park facility as a whole:

.To'providé the people of Seattle gnd its environs with a safe retreat from

- the urban environment maintained to maximize site amenities while

respecting the original design intent.

Toward that goal, the following objectives}are to be mét in order of n
priority*

1) Provide a safe environment for.site users and park personnel

"'2) Provide beauty in keeping with the original design.

3) * Provide a maintainable facility

*priorities are based on the following rationaTe
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1. Safety is paramount.

2. Facility value justifies reasonable increases in maintenance demands

before sacrifice of site amenities or site integrity.

SITE BREAKDOWN

To simplify the evaluation of the entire park, the site is divided into
zones. These zones define the importance of eachbarea as it relates

(either physically or visually) to people.

Zone 1 encompasses those areas with which the greatest number of people
have the closest physical or most significant visual contact. Included are
thé concourse or “spine" of the park'along with its connection to site

entries. Areas within this zone are given the highest priority with

respect to improvément scheduling -- particulaf1y where safety issues are a
concern -- and should ultimately enjoy the highest ongoing maintenance
levels.

Note:  Though major structures such as the Art Museum and Conservatory

fall within this zone, improvements to the structures themselves

are not covered in this study.

Zone 2 includes the site perﬁphery (buffer zones) along neighbdring
properties and neighboring streets of high use. Areas within this zone are

'of'secondary priority?



Zone 3 1nc1udes portions of the park 1mportant due e1ther to prox1m1ty to
.h1gh use areas (paths p]ay area rescrooms cennws courts) or to their
aGSLhEETC wmportance in a promxnenc vwewplane Moderate-prmofﬁty is givene

_ to th1s zone

‘_Zone 4 1nc1udes mostWy nacuraW areas remote from pub]nc use or d1stant/
_:obscured wwthwn the v1ewp1ane Areas in th1s category are of s1gn1f1cant1y“:

reduced pr10r1ty requ1r1ng ma1ntenance on?y to e]1m1nate 1mmed1ate hazards

or °nsure compat1b111ty wath surround1ngs

_The resu1t of prOJect breakdown accord1ng to zone and purpose (safety,
'> 1ntegr1ty, ma1nta1nab111ty) is an obgectwve numer1ca] pr1or1ty rat1ng
f_H1ghest numer1ca1 va]ues 1nd1cate progects 1n Zone 1- requwred for safety, |

'1ntegr1ty,'and malntenance ——'prOJects that should rece1ve the h1ghest

»r1ty in the schedu11ng of 1mprovements

':*A secondary breakdown of progects wwth1n each prior1ty 1eve1 1dent1f1es and .
separates cost]y cap1ta1 1mprovements proJects from 1ess cost1y prOJects _f'”

1that can be hand]ed by mawntenance and operat1ons
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GUIDELINES

As a pre]iminary steprto the Vq]uﬁteer Park improvement process, it is
necessary.to'have‘a c1ear1y'written and approved set of design guide]fnes.
brawﬁ up by DOPAR aﬁd approved by1;11 affected parties (Friends of Olmsted,
Friends of Volunteer Park, etc.) these guidelines should allow department
imb]ementation of projects with maximum efficiency. A simple informationa1
review by Grounds Maintenance senior staff and/or Facilities Maintenance

v(as required) should allow most projects to proceed.

Guideline organization should be based upon the three issues used_to_'
prioritize projects: safety, design integrity, and maintenance with a

separate section covering the treatment of existing plant materials.

Safety issues would include such things as minimum clear zones along and

\

above paths, ﬁighting levels (based on zone), etc.

Integrity of Design issues should encompass the recommendations given for

the facility under the City of Seattle DOPAR Historic Landscape

-Preservation process.

Volunteer Park falls generally Qithin the "consefvation“‘category which
focuses on the maintenéncé and operation of the existing.historical
landscape. Protection of the site ftom the possible infringement of
incongruent'uses i§'emphasized. Design changes are generally not
encouraged unless these'changes reinstate the original design. Strict

interpretation of the DOPAR Historic Preservation process is not
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recommended, however. Emphasis should be placed on recreating the effects
of the original designvnot the design-ﬁtse1f; Design changes which do not
‘reinstate the original desig; sHou]d be allowed if they can be sufficiently.
" justified and are designed for compatibility with the'site and its original

design.

Maintehanté issues would cover recdmmendatibﬁs as to bed siie based upon
the simplification of maintenance tasks. Species of plant materials which
have proven to be Undesirab1e dr desirable from tHe standpoint of
maintainability will be identified. Recommended spacing of plants along-
witﬁ their recommended size at the time of installation (to 1imit weed
"ihvasion and help guarantee survjval) W1i1 Tikewise be given.

This ségment of the guidelines would also include recommended. path width,.

paving materials, etc., as they relate to maintenance.

Existing Plant Materials

Many projects, (particularly those in the high-priorify/1bw—cost category) - .
will involve the renovation and adaptation of existing plantihgs. In ordér"
to efficiently handle this work with sensitivity,toward the historical
and/or intrinsic value of the plant materials ﬁnvo1yed,ustrict guidelines -
must be written and_fo]]owed. Thesevguide1iﬁes must address safety, |
integrity, and maintenance issues to be sure that all issues are considered

and properly weighted.

The following is suggested as a method for tree and shrub eva1uation:



I.. Is the plant a safety hazard?
CIf so;‘reheby by one .of the,fo])oﬁing.

A, prune
néffb‘trensp1ant'

- €. remove*

*remova1 to occur where prunwng w111 not remedy the prob]em and

_transplant1ng is not poss1b1e or where removal is des1rab1e for

other reasonsa

;II.' If the p]ant does not pose a safety hazard then numer1ca1 va1uat1on

1s requ1red

A. bAny plant with a poswt1ve numer1ca1 rat1ng wou1d be h1gh1y va1ued

‘_and its treatment cou]d only 1nc1ude

1. _se]eetive pruning.
2, "treatment forbpeete/diseases
3. transplanting (only -if conditions for survival are very
good) |
E B. Any p]ant w1th a numer1ca1 ratwng of zero may be cons1dered for

removal (as the 1east deswrabWe a]ternat1ve to the aforement1oned

treatments) subject to review by grounds maintenance senior.

~staff.

1-C; Any plant wwth a numerical ratwng between -5 and -20 may be

cons1dered for remova] by the stat1c senior gardener and/or the

P

Parks Hontwcu]tur1st.
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